Analysing papers that reveal by decomposing territorial inequalities in the EU that the share of disparities attributed to the NUTS 3 level has increased over the last 20 years, this paper aims to examine to what extent the financial support in 2000-2006 from ERDF and CF, which are the main regional policy tools but mainly are directed to address the issues arising at the NUTS 2 level, contributed to supporting convergence at the NUTS 3 level. Our research strategy relies on combining a conditional β-convergence model and a difference-in-differences (DiD) estimator. Estimations are generated for four alternative post-policy periods, two ways to measure policy intervention and for different funds as well as different expenditure categories. Our research results bring to light the question of potential negative outcomes of the EU's existing regional policy since the policy that is focused on the NUTS 2 level is enlarging imbalances within these regions, i.e., among NUTS 3 regions.
Introduction
Cohesion policy (CP) is the main instrument used in the EU to support harmonious growth in member states (MS) . Over different programming periods, the amount and direction of the investment reflect the EU's goals, and the effectiveness of the CP can be measured by comparing goals with achievements. The return on investment of EU Structural Funds (SF) is a broadly researched topic. The studies (Becker et al., 2010 (Becker et al., , 2012 (Becker et al., , 2013 (Becker et al., , 2018 Mohl and Hagen, 2010; Pellegrini et al., 2013; Rodriguez-Pose and Novak, 2013; Accetturo et al., 2014; Pinho et al., 2015 a,b; Rodriguez-Pose and Garcilazo, 2015; Di Cataldo, 2017; Gagliardi and Percoco, 2017, etc.) examined what impact the SF had on regional economic growth and convergence. The leading article by Becker et al. (2018) 
 is the average growth rate of regional per capita GDP from the initial period p to P, gdp t,p is the initial per capita GDP in the region i, and remaining are the usually interpreted constitutions of a common growth equation based on cross-sectional data. An estimated negative and significant β would signal an inverse correlation between the initial per capita GDP and its growth rate over the following years, i.e., convergence.
One of the other growth controls that we would like to include in Equation 1 is ERDF and CF funding, which is primarily directed to lagging regions aiming to boost their growth. In this research, we take the approach to CP as to quasi or natural experiment conditions when a policy intervention affects only a part of regions leaving a naturally occurring contrast group. Non-randomness of funding eligibility leads to inhomogeneous treatment and control groups in terms of other growth controls. It would not be a problem if these factors are in a zero correlation with eligibility (which is probably not true since regional growth factors are the main conditions for funding eligibility) or we could control them in the growth Equation 1, which is also not very likely having a scarcity of proxies for growth factors at the NUTS 3 level. All that would probably lead to the fact that the error term (which accounts for unobservable growth factors) in the growth Equation 1 would be in a non-zero correlation with eligibility to treatment and thus there would be condition inconsistency of OLS estimates in the cross-sectional regression.
To address this issue, we can alternatively construct a DiD estimator taking advantage of two period data for the same cross-sections, i.e., one before the policy intervention and one after. Having the same cross-sections over both periods gives us the advantage of controlling for differences between the treatment and control groups already before the CP took place. Comparing the pre-policy contrast with the one observed after the policy intervention, we can estimate the effect of the latter using the DiD estimator:
where gr T,t2 is the growth rate over the post-policy period (post-pp) for the region in the treatment group (tg), gr C,t2 is the growth rate over post-pp for the region in the control group (cg), gr T,t1 is the growth rate over the pre-policy period (pre-pp) for the region in the tg, and gr C,t1 is the growth rate over pre-pp for the region in the cg. The bar above the variables indicates group average. Assignment into the tg and the cg over the [2000] [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] programming period (policy intervention period) is presented in the online Appendix B.
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The estimator presented in Equation 2 allows us to estimate the size, but not the statistical significance of the intervention effect, and does not control for other factors that are important for growth. We can estimate the DiD and test its significance using the regression equation:
where t2 is a dummy that equals 1 for post-pp and equals 0 for pre-pp, dT i is a dummy that equals 1 if the region belongs to the tg and 0 otherwise. β 0 is the average regional growth rate in the cg over pre-pp, i.e., , 1 C t gr . δ 0 is equal to  , 2 C t gr -, 1 C t gr and shows how the average growth rate in the cg changed over post-pp compared to pre-pp. β 1 is equal to , 1 T t gr -, 1 C t gr and shows the difference in the average growth rates between the tg and the cg over pre-pp. β 1 is expected to be positive, because according to the convergence hypothesis, less developed regions (LDR), which are under policy consideration, experience faster growth. δ 1 is the DiD estimator that shows how the difference in average growth rate between the tg and the cg changed over post-pp compared to pre-pp. A positive coefficient in δ 1 would be evidence of successful contribution of the ERDF and CF to regional convergence.
To control for other factors that might explain regional variation of growth rates, we combine Equations 1 and 3:
where gr i is the average growth rate of regional per capita GDP, other growth controls i cover: average growth rate of working age population, sectoral mix (initial share of value added (VA) in the agriculture, industry and service sectors), dummies for capital, coastal region, port dummy, urban and rural dummies (intermediate region is set as a benchmark), country dummies to account for country-specific time trends (for data sources and descriptive statistics see the online Appendix C). We would like to stress here that a shortage of data on common neoclassical growth factors at the NUTS 3 level motivates us to proxy them using regional typologies and local information, which is quite usual in growth models (see Paas et al., 2007; Cardoso and Pentecost, 2011; Folfas, 2016; Kramar, 2016; Butkus et al., 2018) considering small-scale territories. We adopted the output approach and used the share of VA generated in industry, service and agriculture as an outcome of growth conditions created (or historically and geographically determined) in the regions. We assume that the sectoral distribution of generated VA (output) is strongly related to the availability of inputs and changes in the industry mix are not possible without alteration of inputs.
Since regions belonging to the treatment group cannot be treated equally in terms of treatment amount, we alternatively estimate the DiD interacting dT with funding (treatment) intensity Tint (dedicated funds over 2000-2006 divided by GDP over the same period, see the online Appendix B). If a region did not receive funding, dT and Tint, as well as their interaction, all equal 0. If a region received funding, dT equals 1 and its interaction with Tint is equal to Tint. Thus, to estimate the effect of treatment intensity, we can substitute dT with Tint in Equation 4.
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Estimation Results
Our empirical examination covers all EU-25 NUTS 3 regions and consists of many estimations having three cross-sections. The first one is determined by alternative postpolicy periods. Studies at the NUTS 1 and 2 levels emphasize (but rarely, for example, Mohl and Hagen (2010) , account for) that the effect of the SF may occur with a lag. This motivates us to search for the SF effect not during the policy intervention period (which could potentially be related to dummy effects due to the fact that the financial support becomes part of regional GDP), but over four post-policy periods -each of them starts in 2007, i.e., right after the 2000-2006 programming period under investigation, and ends alternatively in 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 . Thus, we use from 5-year up to 8-year average growth rate of per capita GDP rather than a year-to-year growth rate, because averages over longer periods are less sensitive to business cycle fluctuations, which is important since the financial crisis of 2008-2009 is a part of the post-policy period. The second cross-section is determined by two alternative methods used to measure CP interventions, i.e., a binomial treatment dummy and treatment intensity. Since the results of previous papers (Rodriguez-Pose and Fratesi, 2002; Varga and Veld, 2010; Pontarollo, 2017) show that the effect of a policy intervention hinges on the intervention area and fund, the third cross-section consisting of 28 alternatives is determined by the SF under consideration and the intervention area (aims of funds and separate expenditure categories are provided in the online Appendix B). All in all, the number of estimations is equal to 4x2x28, i.e., 224. Table 1 provides summarised results of the estimated parameters on control variables. 
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The estimated coefficients of control variables and their statistical significance do not differ much from estimation to estimation, which is a sign of robustness (see online Appendix D). The estimated convergence parameter varies from -0.32 to -1.24 and shows a negative correlation between the initial per capita GDP and growth rate over the following years, providing evidence of a slow, but still significant, β-convergence among NUTS 3 regions in the EU-25. A positive correlation between growth and working-age population shows that labour force is an important growth component and intra-country migration of young people to urban regions could form a future growth obstruction for rural areas. The estimated negative parameters on the agriculture sector show that there is a negative correlation between dependency on this sector and future growth, i.e., rural areas were growing at a slower rate compared to others. On the contrary, a bigger share of VA generated in the industry or service sectors is positively associated with future growth. The estimated parameters on industry are slightly higher compared to the ones on the service sector, but the difference is negligible and thus it is not possible to single out the more important sector. Capital regions are growing 1.03-1.7% p. faster on average compared to others, evidencing a positive agglomeration effect on growth. The estimated coefficients of the other factors related to regional typologies and local information were not significant, and thus not directly related to growth opportunities, but they are still important for control in our equation. The coefficients of post-policy period dummies are negative, indicating that regions were growing 2-2.5% p. slower over the post-policy period compared to the pre-policy period. It is not unexpected, because the financial crisis forms a part of the post-policy period. Table 2 presents estimated parameters of DiD (see online Appendix D). The estimated parameters of DiD vary greatly (in size as well as in effect direction and significance), considering different funds and expenditure categories, but the variation is small for the alternative post-policy periods (see Table 2 ). The estimated DiDs (in the estimations with treatment dummy) for all the funds and all the expenditure cate-gories combined are negative and significant (the average for all the alternative post-policy periods is -0.0055). It shows a negative overall effect of SF investment over the 2000-2006 policy period on regional disparities at the NUTS 3 level over the post--policy period. Our estimated coefficients on treatment dummies being positive show that treated were the regions which were growing faster over the pre-policy period (by approximately 0.4% p. compared to regions in the control group), which is not unexpected, because according to the convergence hypothesis, LDR experience faster growth rates. These findings are also confirmed by the estimates that include treatment intensity. We should stress here that CP, which was mainly directed to address problems at the NUTS 2 level, was not appropriate to reduce imbalances on a smaller scale. We see the same negative effect on disparity dynamics when analysing estimates on ERDF Objective 1 investment (combined as well as on separate expenditure categories within this fund). Regions covered by Objective 1 are regions corresponding to the NUTS 2 level and the main aim of this financial support instrument was to promote development and structural adjustment of lagging NUTS 2 regions. Our findings suggest that these investments did not help to reduce disparities among NUTS 3 regions. 

Our findings strongly support the conclusion that only ERDF Objective 2 investments, aimed to promote the social and economic conversion of NUTS 3 level regions with structural difficulties, had a positive effect reducing regional imbalances. All the estimated parameters on the DiD are positive and significant (except Human resources). The effect of investment in Human resources was estimated as insignificant (negative and significant in some cases) and the biggest positive effect was found for Productive environment and Basic infrastructure. These findings are in line with economic geography theory, which emphasizes the importance of infrastructure for transportation costs and competition and productivity for growth, and provide no evidence to support endogenous growth theory, which argues that investment in human capital is the main economic growth driver. We should add here that probably not human capital itself but the way the financial support was used to enhance human capital did not have a positive effect on growth in LDR.
Estimates with the CF (and particularly with expenditures on Basic infrastructure) provide evidence of a negative financial support effect on regional disparities at the NUTS 3 level. Objective 1 regions with a GDP of less than 90% of the EU average were eligible for support using the CF. It financed only transport and environmental infrastructure projects, as well as technical support projects, including publicity and information campaigns. These investments did not positively contribute to the growth of NUTS 3-level LDR.
Estimates with the ERDF Urban (initiative for sustainable development in troubled urban districts) and INTEREG IIIA (whose aim was to stimulate interregional cooperation) funds provide ambiguous evidence. Almost all the estimated DiD parameters are negative, but not all are statistically significant. Thus, we cannot rigorously conclude that this kind of financial support negatively affected dynamics of the disparities at the NUTS 3 level, but on the other hand, we also see strong evidence that it had no positive effect.
The last four rows in Table 1 are for DiD parameters on the separate expenditure category combining all the funds. All the estimated parameters are negative and statistically significant, giving evidence that the financial support had a negative effect on the dynamics of disparities at the NUTS 3 level. Despite the strong positive effect of the ERDF Objective 2 investment, the amount of investment targeted to NUTS 2 outweighs the investment targeted to NUTS 3 (see online Appendix B for funding intensity) and the negative effect of the former outbalances the positive effect of the latter.
For the robustness check, we re-estimated our model for the 2009-2014 and 2010-2014 post-policy periods keeping the same sample (see Table E1 in on-line Appendix E) to minimise the effect of the financial crisis on the outcome variable. The general findings did not change. The results of the re-estimated model without PIIGS and the Baltics for the general post-policy periods (see Table E2 ) show the same direction of the impact, but the estimated parameter on DiD, i.e., the effect on disparities, is smaller and less significant. The estimations without the least and the most funded regions (see Table E3 ), keeping the general post-policy periods, yield the same results as the general ones.
Having this evidence, we can argue that SF financial support, mainly directed to NUTS 2 regions, has a negative externality -it increases disparities among NUTS 3 regions, probably due to support concentration in a few NUTS 3 regions within NUTS 2 regions.
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Conclusions and Policy Implications
The analysis of previous papers on regional growth and convergence revealed three main theoretical approaches commonly used to model the return on SF -neoclassical and endogenous growth theories and new economic geography. Although each of the three approaches emphasizes different growth forces, the majority of empirical research combines them, perceiving that one or two factors cannot explain all the dynamics of regional growth. Almost all the empirical studies that examine the question "What is the return on investment to support regional performance using ERDF and CF funds?" focus on growth effects of financial support and mainly test these effects on NUTS 1 and 2 regions.
The aim of our research was to analyse what effect financial support has on convergence dynamics at the NUTS 3 level because studies that have decomposed disparities in the EU have highlighted that the share of disparities attributed to the NUTS 3 level has increased over the last two decades. Aiming to empirically examine this outcome of the CP, we proposed a model that combines a conditional β-convergence approach and a DiD estimator. The estimation results revealed that SF funding over the 2000-2006 programming period had an overall negative effect on convergence dynamics at the NUTS 3 level over the postpolicy period. This is also supported by the evidence provided by estimations on separate funds (ERDF Objective 1 and CF) primarily directed to address problems in NUTS 2 regions. We found that only ERDF Objective 2, which aims to support structural conversion in NUTS 3 regions, contributed positively to convergence among them. We also found that only investment to support Basic infrastructure and Productive environment within the ERDF Objective 2 fund had a positive return. This evidence brings to light the question of potential negative outcomes of existing CP in the EU. Our findings support the hypothesis that regional policy, which is focused on NUTS 2 regions, is enlarging imbalances within these regions, i.e., among NUTS 3 regions. The distribution of finances at the NUTS 2 level does not guarantee that support will reach the NUTS 3 regions that mostly need this support. Therefore, despite the fact that the majority of SF financial support is directed to solve problems arising in NUTS 2 regions, policymakers should make an attempt to introduce measures for distribution of support within NUTS 2 regions in a way that will not lead to growth in disparities at the NUTS 3 level.
We would like to highlight here some limitations of our research that were beyond the aim of our study but should be kept in mind when evaluating growth and convergence at the NUTS 3 level. Examining effects of financial support by fund and expenditure category, our research does not consider that the effect might also depend on countryspecific factors (i.e., differences between new and old MS, between countries with good and bad institutions, etc.) and that part of the effect can have the form of a positive spill-over. Estimating the effect over the post-policy period using 5-8 year averages does not necessarily diminish the possibility that a huge strategic project which was started in the last years of the programming period will have an effect over a much longer post-policy period compared to those considered (due to data limitations) by our research. All the alternative post-policy periods under consideration start in 2007, i.e., right after the programming period, and they all cover the years of the Great Financial Crisis. Averaging the growth rates over 5-8 year periods diminishes, but does not eliminate, the effect of business cycles on the outcome. Since NUTS 3 regions are small entities, there is always a threat that research results could be affected to some extent by measurement issues. For example, GDP
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at the NUTS 3 level is estimated rather than calculated (as well as the amount of ERDF and CF funding, see online Appendix C). It is also likely that some part of the GDP at the NUTS 3 level is assignable to commuters and it becomes inaccurate to use per capita GDP as a proxy for the per capita income as well as to measure working-age population using local demographic statistics. 1989 -1993 , 1994 , 2000 -2006 and NUTS3 SF support can lead to regional economic growth and productivity growth, but it depends on the effective distribution of SF, that is linked to political behaviour. -1999, 2000-2006, 2007-2013 208 1989 -1993 , 1994 , 2000 -2006 NUTS-2 regions (187 in 1989 -93, 209 in 1994 -99, 253 in 2000 -06, and 253 in 2007 of EU-25
A p p e n d i x A
Pellegrini and Cerqua (2016)
1994
A fuzzy regression discontinuity design (RDD)
Economic growth
Positive impact on economic growth is though not very long-lived: the effects of losing. The effects on economic growth are weaker during the Crisis than before. The aims of ERDF Objective 1 were to solve the problems in regions: to increase the level of investments, to decrease the unemployment rate, to decrease the lack of services for business and individuals and to improve poor basic infrastructure. Objective 1 was the main priority of the EU cohesion policy. The EU worked according to the Treaty of Rome to "promote harmonious development" and aims particularly to "narrow the gap between the development levels of the various regions". This is why 69.7% of the SF were planned to be allocated to Objective 1, including 4.3% for transitional support (i.e. a total of EUR 135.9 billion) and were allocated for the development of lagging regions (Council regulation: general provisions on the Structural Funds, 1999).
A p p e n d i x B
3
The aims of ERDF Objective 2 were to renew all areas, which have structural difficulties: industrial, rural and urban or are dependent on fisheries. Usually this situation is in regions whose development level is close to the EU average, such regions face with different types of socio−economic difficulties, which include: the complicated evolution of industrial or service sectors; the crisis situations in urban areas; the declining traditional activities in rural areas; the difficulties affecting fisheries activity. All these difficulties are often the source of high unemployment level. Objective 2 was to contribute to the social and economic conversion of regions with structural difficulties other than those eligible for Objective 1. Eligibility was depended on the ceiling of population and on the set of specific criteria to each region. It was planned that 11.5% of the SF will be allocated to Objective 2, including 1.4% for transitional support (i.e. a total of EUR 22.5 billion) (Council Regulation: general provisions on the Structural Funds, 1999).
4
Cohesion Fund. All the regions of Objective 1 of the EU Member States with a GDP of less than 90% of the EU average were supported by a special solidarity fund called Cohesion Fund (CF). It financed only the transport and environmental infrastructure projects, as well as technical support projects, including publicity and information campaigns. The CF financed projects only in some EU Member States in 2000−2004, it was namely Greece, Portugal, Ireland and Spain. The majority of their territory was covered by Objective 1. Only a few Objective 2 regions in Spain received assistance from the CF, which co−finances environmental protection and transport projects. Since 2004, new EU member states have been included: the Czech Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Malta, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia. The CF was allocated to countries rather than to regions (Fratesi and Perucca, 2014 INTERREG III is an EU initiative which aim was to stimulate interregional cooperation in the EU in 2000−2006. INTERREG III was the part of the ERDF. This phase of the INTERREG initiative was designed to strengthen social and economic cohesion across the EU, by fostering the balanced development of Europe through: (i) cross−border cooperation for developing cross−border social and economic centres through common development strategies; (ii) transnational cooperation by involving national, regional and local authorities to promote better integration within the EU by creating the large groups of European regions; and (iii) interregional cooperation by creating networks for improving the effectiveness of regional development policies and instruments through large−scale information exchange and sharing of experience. Particular attention has been paid to the integration of remote regions, which share external borders with the candidate countries. INTERREG III was made from three priorities and had a total budget of EUR 4.875 billion.
The common objectives of all financial support expenditure categories: (i) productive environmentfinancing of assisting SMEs, RDTI and large businesses, of development telecommunications and the information society; (ii) human resourcesfinancing of education and training, social inclusion decisions; (iii) basic infrastructurefinancing of transport infrastructure, energy and the environment, partly reflecting the CF's support to the latter, environment and environmental expenditure in enterprises, social infrastructure (generalised information from Ex post evaluation of cohesion policy programmes 2000−2006, 2009). The main source of the data is ESA 2010 (reg_eco10gdp), subsection for Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices by NUTS3 regions (nama_10r_3gdp). To correct the changes at price levels over time, we used Price index (implicit deflator), 2010=100, euro (PD10_EUR). To calculate per capita GDP we used Average annual population to calculate regional GDP data (thousand persons) by NUTS 3 regions (nama_10r_3popgdp). Data for per capita GDP and population in aforementioned Eurostat data sources is not available prior to 2000. Data for 1995-1999 on Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices at NUTS level 3 and Average annual population was retrieved from nama_r_e3gdp and demo_r_d3avg datasets that were available on Eurostat previously and merged with currently available dataset.
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Working age population pop Eurostat
The main source of the data is Average annual population by age groups (thousand persons) by NUTS 3 regions (nama_10r_3pop) . Data for population in aforementioned Eurostat data sources is not available prior to 2000. Data for 1995-1999 on Average annual population was retrieved from demo_r_d3avg datasets that were available on Eurostat previously and merged with currently available dataset.
Share of value added created in agriculture sector
Agricult ure
Eurostat
The main source of the data is Gross value added at basic prices by NUTS 3 regions (nama_10r_3gva). Data in aforementioned Eurostat data sources is not available prior to 2000. Data for 1995 -1999 on Gross value added at basic prices at NUTS level 3was retrieved from nama_r_e3vabp95.
Share of value added created in industry sector
Industry
Share of value added created in service sector
Service
Dummy variable for capital region
Capital dummy
Eurostat Information for NUTS 3 typologies and local information were collected from Regional typologies and local information corresponding to NUTS 3 (available at http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/ documents/345175/6807882/Ttypologies+and +local+information+corresponding+to+NUTS3.xls)
Dummy variable for costal region
Costal dummy
Dummy variable for region with a port
Port dummy
Dummy variable for urban region
Urban dummy
Dummy variable for rural region
Rural dummy
Treatment dummy dT European Commission
Concerning ERDF and CF, DG REGIO has carried out some analyses reflecting on allocations and expenditures at NUTS3 levels across time. The data resulting from these analyses is published on the "Data for research" page of EC website (http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/evaluations/data-forresearch/). In particular, for the period 2000-2006, you can refer to the following link:http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources /docgener/evaluation/pdf/expost2006/expenditure_final_annex1.xls (Breakdown by NUTS3 level regions and sectors). Please note that all data is the result of estimation procedures. The details of the procedure and its limitations are described in the Report available at: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sour ces/docgener/evaluation/pdf/expost2006/expenditure_final.pdf (1) Here control group consists of 244 NUTS 3 regions that did not received any support from ERDF and CF over 2000-2006 programming period. Treatment group consists of 1007 NUTS 3 regions that received funding from ERDF and/or CF during the same period. Analysing separate funds or expenditure categories distribution of regions between treatment and control group varies, but total number of regions remain the same.
Treatment intensity Tint
(2) Intermediate region is omitted category and set as a benchmark type of the region. Initial per capita GDP −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0119** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** Initial per capita GDP −0.0120** −0.0121** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0120** −0.0121** −0.0120** −0.0120** Agriculture −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) Industry 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.00014) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) Service 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** 0.0008** Initial per capita GDP −0.0072** −0.0073** −0.0065** −0.0069** −0.0066** −0.0071** −0.0070** −0.0071** −0.0067** −0.0069** −0.0068** −0.0070** Initial per capita GDP −0.0072** −0.0070** −0.0071** −0.0066** −0.0074** −0.0074** −0.0056** −0.0064** −0.0056** −0.0064** −0.0069** −0.0073** Agriculture −0.0016** −0.0015** −0.0016** −0.0012** −0.0015** −0.0012** −0.0009** −0.0014** −0.0009** −0.0014** −0.0015** −0.0017** (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) Industry 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0007** 0.0009** 0.0007** 0.0009** 0.0010** 0.0010** (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) Service 0.0008** 0.0007** 0.0008** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0005** 0.0006** 0.0005** 0.0006** 0.0007** 0.0007** Initial per capita GDP −0.0070** −0.0072** −0.0071** −0.0071** −0.0070** −0.0071** −0.0071** −0.0072** −0.0071** −0.0072** Agriculture −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.00162** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) Industry 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) Service 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** Initial per capita GDP −0.0071** −0.0073** −0.0071** −0.0071** −0.0071** −0.0071** −0.0071** −0.0074** −0.0071** −0.0071** Agriculture −0.0016** −0.0015** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.0016** −0.00144** −0.0016** −0.0015** (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) Industry 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** 0.0010** (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) Service 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** 0.0007** Initial per capita GDP −0.0042** −0.0044** −0.0037** −0.0038** −0.0037** −0.0039** −0.0040** −0.0040** −0.0038** −0.0039** −0.0038** −0.0039** Agriculture −0.0009** −0.0009** −0.0008** −0.0009** −0.0008** −0.0008** −0.0009** −0.0009** −0.0009** −0.0009** −0.0009** −0.0009** Initial per capita GDP −0.0042** −0.0041** −0.0042** −0.0039** −0.0043** −0.0045** −0.0032** −0.0035** −0.0032** −0.0035** −0.0039** −0.0043** Agriculture −0.0009** −0.0008** −0.0009** −0.0006** −0.00082** −0.0006** −0.0004** −0.0007** −0.0004** −0.0007** −0.0008** −0.0010** 
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